The 
Introduction
Activity in the banking world is a daily business transactions carried out makes it vulnerable to the risk. Some of the risks that must be faced by banks are liquidity risk, credit risk, market risk, interest rate risk, operational risk, and others. Of the many risks faced by banks, the most crucial risk is liquidity risk. Because when there is a shortage of bank liquidity, the bank cannot run a business activity and if this takes place constantly, the bank will experience the event of bankruptcy. According to Hassan et al. (2013) bank will experience the risk of failure and bankruptcy if banks suffer losses on the capital (Suryanto and Ridwansyah, 2016) .
The global financial crisis that occurred in 2007 -2009 was the crisis in the US that affected the whole world. In this crisis, many banks went bankrupt due to liquidity as one of the oldest and largest investment bank in the United States is Lehman Brothers. In this same crisis, the banking sector asked for help of liquidity fund in order to continue its business and to prevent the rush which can lead to a crisis plunge deeper.
Islamic banking increasingly showed its existence by being the only bank that did not ask for funding liquidity when the crisis struck. This was a good signal for Islamic banking to be recognized by worldwide for being one of the financial institutions that are resistant to the crisis. However, this does not mean that Islamic banks are completely free from the liquidity risk, because running a different banking system will also have different liquidity problems (Sukmana and Suryaningtyas, 2016; Suryanto, 2016a; 2016b) .
According to Hassan (2013) a substantial difference between conventional and Islamic banks lies in the contract, namely conventional banking liquidity instrument based on the debt, while Islamic banking liquidity instrument based on the equity. According to Khan and Ahmad (2001) liquidity risks faced by Islamic banking is more important than operational risk and risk rate of return to keep it going. Because according to Amr El Tiby (2010) there are several factors that could lead to the liquidity risk in Islamic banks, namely the limited of money market instrument in between Islamic banks, a limited Islamic financial instruments in the secondary market, and the widely available in the secondary market is the conventional financial based on interest into a ban on the Islamic financial system. It makes Islamic banking has become more limited in terms of getting funding liquidity.
Several studies have examined the relationship between liquidity and microeconomy. Thalassinos et al. (2015) have analyzed variables affecting the performance of conventional banks. How et al. (2005) examined the size, capital and debt volatility. Akhtar et al. (2011) investigated about size, networking capital, ROE, ROA and CAR. Arif and Anees (2012) have examined the profitability and recognizing the liability gap. Iqbal (2012) , Anam et al. (2012) , Ramzan and Zafa (2014) and Nimsith et al. (2015) have examined the capital, efficiency and financial performance. Sukmana and Suryaningtiyas (2016) examined the ROA, CAR and NPF / NPL. In this study, the research focuses on CAR, FEXP, FLP, NPF / NPL, NIM, ROA and SIZE by comparing the relationship of these variables between Islamic banks and conventional banks. From the literature above, the purpose of this study is to analyze the influence of micro-economy or bank-specifics to liquidity risk in Islamic banks and conventional banks.
Data and Methodology
In this study, the data used has been taken from the respective websites of the banks. The data sourced from seven countries, namely Albania, Saudi Arabia, Bahrain, Malaysia, Dubai, Qatar and Indonesia, which consists of 20 Islamic banks and 12 conventional banks for the period 2009 to 2015. The design study is a quantitative design. The analysis uses panel data regression analysis with the equation model as can be seen below. In detecting no correlation between the independent variables the way to do it is to look at the test results in the Tables above with a value of less than 0.8. Multicollinierity test results indicate that the overall variable has no multicollinierity, which means that there is no correlation among variables, as the overall value of the variable of the test results <0.8. Table 4 shows the results of the regression for Islamic Banking. The first column of the basic model is the effect of Bank Specific Variable (BSV) on Liquidity Risk (LR) using Pooled OLS. Results obtained from the BSV have no significant effect except for FEXP (Financial Expansion), NIM (Net Income Margin) and SIZE (company size) variables. In addition, the result of goodness of fit on seven BSV to LR is only 0.2575 which is the value of R 2 or the seventh BSV to LR is only 25.75% using Pooled OLS model. Furthermore, the second and third columns represent the seven models of BSV on LR using fixed effect model. The second column, present the first fixed effect model without replacing GLS-Weights with Cross-section weight. The results obtained improved the goodness of fit to be 0.9445 or the seventh BSV affecting LR as much as 94.45% with 2 significant models at a significant level of 10%. This model can not be said to be the best until the second fixed effect model is tested by changing the GLS-weights into Cross-section weights. The results obtained have a better goodness of fit 0.9860 and resulted in 4 significant variables at significant level 10%.
Results and Discussion

Islamic Banking Estimated Results
Tabel 4. Islamic Banking Estimated Results
Independent
While the last model in the fourth column of The probability value of Cross-section is F <0,05 derived by using Chow test therefore the Fixed Effect model is more precise than the Common Effect. Table 8 . Table 8 shows that the probability values of Cross-section is F <0.05. It concluded that using Chow test the Fixed Effect model is more appropriate than the Common Effect.
Conventional Banking Estimated Results
The Hausman Test using H 0 : Random Effect and H 1 : Fixed Effect, if the p-value> 0.05 then accept H 0 and if the p-value <0.05, then reject H 0 is presented in Table 9 . 
Conclusion
In this study is stated that the CAR significantly influence the liquidity risk in Islamic banking but not significant in conventional banking. This is according to the research of Muharam and Kurnia (2013) which says CAR does significantly influence the liquidity risk of Islamic banks (significant level 10%). While it is not in accordance with to research by Muharam and Kurnia (2013) which states that the CAR has a significant negative effect on the risk of liquidity in the conventional bank our research has found the opposite. FEXP variable (financial expansion) states the existence of a significant effect on the bank's liquidity risk in Islamic banks and conventional banks. This is in line with the research by Saikh (2015) which states that FEXP has a significant negative effect on the risk of liquidity. FLP (financing quality) variable suggests that there is a positive and significant effect on Islamic and conventional banks while it has a negative effect on NPF in other studies.
Credit risk is a variable with a positive and significant impact on liquidity risk in Islamic and conventional banks. These results are in accordance with the research by Sukmana and Suryaningtyas (2016) and Arif and Anees (2012) .
NIM variable has no effect on liquidity risk in Islamic and conventional banks. This is not in line with the research by Muharam and Kurniawan (2013) which supports the positive effect of NIM on LR in Islamic banking and has no effect on the conventional banks. ROA revealed no effect on the Islamic banking and a positive and significant impact on the conventional banks. This is consistent with the research by Akhtar et al. (2011) and Sukmana and Suryaningtias (2016) who have stated that ROA is a significant variable in conventional banking. SIZE variable does not affect the liquidity risks in both types of banks. This is consistent with the research by Akhtar et al. (2011) which states that the SIZE does not significantly influence the liquidity risk in Islamic and conventional banking.
In Islamic banking it is found that the best model is the fixed effect model while conventional banks' best model is the model of random effect. Variables that affect the risk of liquidity at Islamic banks are the CAR, FEXP, FLP and the NPF, other variables such as NIM, ROA, and SIZE no effect on liquidity risks in Islamic banks. While the variables that affect liquidity risk in conventional banks are FEXP, FLP, NPL and ROA, other variables like CAR, NIM, and SIZE no effect on liquidity risk at a conventional bank.
Suggestion
Islamic and conventional banks have the same number of risk factors. But, the factors that affect the risk on each one of the banks are different. This is due to differences in the system and returns since in Islamic banking a profit-sharing is used while in conventional banking the payment of an interest rate is used. As a system Islamic banking can be considered as a partnership while conventional banking as customer oriented system with creditors and debtors. Therefore the advice to the policy makers is to be able to prevent and manage liquidity risk by using different treatments since the factors affecting risk in the two types of banks are different.
